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1 Introduction
A computation is an evolution from one physical state to another, and so are Today’s computers,
i.e., the computations of them are changes of electric signals. What are differences of quantum
computers from classical computers? The computational principles of classical computers are based
on classical physics. In principle, we can construct them from devices based on classical physics
without loss of computational resources, where a computational time, for instance, is estimated
under a defined unit time (the real movement of one device may be much later than that of
another).
On the other hand, the computational principles of quantum computers are based on quantum
physics. We do not know whether quantum physics is different from classical physics, however, it
is widely believed that they are different. Under this assumption, R. P. Feynman pointed out that
the quantum computers are more powerful than the classical $\mathrm{c}\mathrm{o}\mathrm{m}\mathrm{p}\mathrm{u}\mathrm{t}\mathrm{e}\mathrm{r}\mathrm{s}[6]$ . Furthermore, there are
some results indicating that the quantum computers seem to be more powerful than the classical
computers (e.g., [5, 8]).
In this paper, we consider decision problems: let $\mathcal{L}$ be a set, and $P(x)$ a program for an input
$x$ . $P(x)$ returns “YES” if $x\in \mathcal{L}$ ( $\mathrm{a}\mathrm{n}$ accepted state), otherwise $P(x)$ returns “NO” (an unaccepted
state). On the quantum computers, when the probabilities recognizing accepted states are given,
we estimate the probabilities recognizing unaccepted states.
2 Preliminaries
In quantum physics, a physical state is represented as a vector in a Hilbert space. We use
$|\psi\rangle,$ $|\psi_{1}\rangle,$ $|\psi_{2}\rangle,$ $|\psi_{3}\rangle,$ $|\varphi\rangle,$ $|\varphi_{1}\rangle$ , and $|\varphi_{2}\rangle$ for vectors in a Hilbert space, $a_{1},$ $a_{2},$ $\ldots$ , and $b_{1},$ $b_{2},$ $\ldots$ , for
complex numbers ( $a^{*}$ is the complex conjugate of $a$ ), and $\langle\psi_{2}|\psi_{1}\rangle$ for the inner product of $|\psi_{1}\rangle$ and
$|\psi_{2}\rangle$ . Then the following conditions are satisfied:
1. $\langle\psi_{2}|\psi_{1}\rangle=\langle\psi_{1}|\psi 2\rangle^{*}$ ,
2. $\langle\psi_{3}|(a_{1}|\psi 1\rangle+a2|\psi_{2}\rangle)=a_{1}\langle\psi_{3}|\psi_{1}\rangle+a2\langle\psi 3|\psi_{2}\rangle$ ,
3. $0\leq\langle\psi|\psi\rangle<\infty$ , and $\langle\psi|\psi\rangle=0$ implies $|\psi\rangle$ $=0$ .
For a complete overview on Hilbert spaces, for instance, we refer the reader to $[3, 9]$ .
Furthermore, Let $|e_{i}\rangle$ for $i=1,2,$ $\ldots,n$ be an orthonormal basis in an $n$-dimensional Hilbert
space $\mathcal{H}^{n}$ , i.e., $\langle e_{i}|e_{j}\rangle=\delta_{ij}$ , where $\delta_{ii}=1$ and $\delta_{ij}=0$ if $i\neq j$ . Any vector $|\psi\rangle$ is represented
as $|\psi\rangle$ $= \sum_{1=1}^{n}.a_{i}|e_{i}\rangle$ , and the conjugate vector $\langle$ $\psi|$ as $\langle$ $\psi|=\sum_{i=1}^{n}a_{\dot{*}}\langle*e_{i}|$ . The inner product of
$| \psi_{1}\rangle=\sum_{i=1}^{n}a_{i}|e_{i}\rangle$ and $|\psi_{2}\rangle$ $= \sum_{i=1}^{n}b_{i}|ei\rangle$ is
$\langle\psi_{2}|\psi_{1}\rangle=\sum_{=i1}b_{i}^{*}ai$
.
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For instance, let $|e_{1}\rangle$ $=$ and $|e_{2}\rangle$ $=$ be a basis in $\mathcal{H}^{2}$ , and $|\psi_{1}\rangle$ $=|e_{1}\rangle$ $+i|e_{2}\rangle$ $=$
and $|\psi_{2}\rangle$ $=i|e_{1}\rangle$ $+3|e_{2}\rangle$ $=$ , then $\langle\psi_{2}|\psi_{1}\rangle=(-i, 3)=2i$ .
Next, let us define computations on the quantum computers. For the formal definition of a
quantum Turing machine( $\mathrm{Q}\mathrm{T}\mathrm{M}$ , for short), we refer the reader to $[2, 7]$ . As mentioned above, a
computation is an evolution from one physical state to another. The evolution of a physical state
is executed in applying a unitary matrix $U(\mathrm{i},\mathrm{e},$ . $UU^{\uparrow}=U^{\uparrow}U=I$ , where $U^{\uparrow}$ is the transposed
conjugate of $U$ , and $I$ is the unit matrix) to a vector in a Hilbert space. Let $|\psi_{\dot{\iota}n}\rangle$ be the initial
state, and $|\psi_{ou}\iota\rangle$ an output state after $T$ time, then
$|\psi_{out}\rangle=UT|\psi in\rangle$ .
When a state is a superposition $|\psi\rangle$ $=a_{1}|\psi_{1}\rangle$ $+a_{2}|\psi_{2}\rangle$ ,
$U|\psi\rangle=U(a_{1}|\psi_{1}\rangle+a_{2}|\psi_{2}\rangle)=a_{1}U|\psi_{1}\rangle+a_{2}U|\psi_{2}\rangle$ .
Then the results are obtained in measuring(or observing) the output state as follows: we can obtain
the $|\psi\rangle$ element with probability $|\langle\psi|\psi_{\mathit{0}}ut\rangle|2$ .
Furthermore, let us represent the QTM as a physical state($\mathrm{i}.\mathrm{e}.$ , as a vector). Let $|0\rangle$ $\equiv$
for $x_{\dot{*}}\in\{0,1\}$ is represented as the tensor products of one-bit states as follows:
$|x_{1},X_{2},$ $\ldots,Xn\rangle=|x_{1}\rangle\otimes|x_{2}\rangle\otimes\cdots\otimes|x_{1}\rangle$ .
Let $|e_{1}\rangle$ , $\cdots$ , $|e_{m}\rangle$ be a basis in $\mathcal{H}^{m}$ , and $|f_{1}\rangle$ , $\cdots,$ $|f_{n}\rangle$ a basis in $\mathcal{H}^{n}$ . Then the tensor product
$\mathcal{H}^{m}\otimes \mathcal{H}^{n}$ of $\mathcal{H}^{m}$ and $\mathcal{H}^{n}$ is defined as $mn$-dimensional space such that $|e_{i}\rangle$ $\otimes|f_{j}\rangle$ for $i=1,2,$ $\ldots$ , $m$
and $j=1,2,$ $\ldots,$ $n$ are the basis. For instance, let $|\psi\rangle$ be any vector in $\mathcal{H}^{m}$ , and $|\varphi\rangle$ be any vector
in $\mathcal{H}^{n}$ , i.e., $|\psi\rangle$ $= \sum_{i=1}^{m}a_{i}|ei\rangle$ and $|\varphi\rangle$ $= \sum_{j=1}^{n}bj|fj\rangle$ . Then
$| \psi\rangle\otimes|\varphi\rangle=\sum_{=i1j}\sum_{=1}a_{i}mnbj|e_{i}\rangle\otimes|f_{j}\rangle$.
The inner product of two vectors, $|\psi_{1}\rangle$ $\otimes|\varphi_{1}\rangle$ and $|\psi_{2}\rangle$ $\otimes|\varphi_{2}\rangle$ , in $\mathcal{H}^{m}\otimes \mathcal{H}^{n}$ is
$(\langle\psi_{2}|\otimes\langle\varphi_{2}|)(|\psi 1\rangle\otimes|\varphi_{1}\rangle)=\langle\psi_{2}|\psi 1\rangle\langle\varphi_{2}|\varphi_{1}\rangle$.
Let $S_{m}$ be an operator in $\mathcal{H}^{m}$ , and $S_{n}$ an operator in $\mathcal{H}^{n}$ .
$(s_{m}\otimes S_{n})(|\psi_{1}\rangle\otimes|\psi 2\rangle)=(sm|\psi_{1}\rangle)\otimes(Sn|\psi 2\rangle)$ ,
$(S_{m}\otimes S_{n})(a_{1}|\psi_{1}\rangle+a_{2}|\psi_{2}\rangle)=a1(Sm\otimes S_{n})|\psi_{1}\rangle+a_{2}(S_{m}\otimes S_{n})|\psi_{2}\rangle$.
Finally, let $|C\rangle$ be a finite control, $|T\rangle$ a tape, and $|H\rangle$ a tape head. Each of these is also constructed
as a composed system of one-bit physical systems (e.g., $|C\rangle$ $=|c_{1}’\rangle$ $\otimes|c_{2}/\rangle$ $\otimes\ldots\otimes|c’\rangle u$ ’ where $c_{i}’\in\{0,1\}$
for $i=1,2,$ $\ldots$ , $u$ ). Then a physical state $|M\rangle$ corresponding to the QTM is represented as a
composed system of them as follows:
$|M\rangle=|C\rangle\otimes|H\rangle\otimes|\tau\rangle$ .
In general, a state of the QTM corresponds to a superposition of configurations of the QTM.
Namely, when $|C\rangle$ $= \sum_{i=1}^{l}|c_{i}\rangle$ , $|H\rangle$ $= \sum_{j=1}^{m}|h_{j}\rangle$ , and $|T\rangle$ $= \sum_{k=1}^{n}|t_{k}\rangle$ , then
$|M \rangle=\sum_{i=1j}^{l}\sum_{1=}^{m}\sum_{k=1}|c_{i}\rangle\otimes|h_{j}\rangle\otimes n|t_{k}\rangle$ .
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If a state of the QTM is not a superposed one, the state of the QTM is equal to a configuration of
the QTM. Moreover, the QTM can execute all operations of ordinary reversible Turing machines
[1], and unitary transformations for one-bit $\mathrm{s}\mathrm{p}\mathrm{a}\mathrm{c}\mathrm{e}[4]$ .
$V_{0}=$ , $V_{1}=$ , $V_{2}=$ , $V_{3}=$ ,
$V_{4}=V_{0^{-1}}$ , $V_{5}--V_{1}^{-1}$ , $V_{6}=V_{2}^{-1}$ , $V_{7}=V_{3}^{-1}$ ,
where $\alpha$ is any irrational multiple of $\pi$ .
3 Results
The significant methods to solve problems efficiently on the QTM are quantum parallel computa-
tions, interferences, and measurements. Interferences and measurements are used in combination
with quantum parallel computations. The QTM can make a superposition of some states. For







$\frac{1}{2}(|0,0, f(0,\mathrm{o})\rangle+|0,1, f(0,1)\rangle+|1,0, f(1,0)\rangle+|1,1, f(1,1)\rangle)$.
The QTM can compute all the values of $f$ in parallel, so we call these computations quantum
parallel computations.
Next, interferences are used efficiently in the following way. Let $|\psi\rangle$ $= \sum_{i=1}^{n}a_{i}|ei\rangle$ be a state,
where $|e_{i}\rangle$ for $i=1,$ $\ldots$ , $n$ are a basis. Now, let $|e_{i}\rangle$ be executed as $|e_{i}\rangle$ $arrow\sum_{j=1}^{n}bij|ej\rangle$ . Then
$| \psi\ranglearrow\sum_{j=1}^{n}(\sum_{i=1}^{n}a_{i}b_{ij})|ej\rangle\equiv|\psi’\rangle$ .
For instance, when $\sum_{i=1j}^{n}a_{i}b_{i}=\delta_{jk}$ for some $k$ , then $|\psi’\rangle$ $=|e_{k}\rangle$ . This implies that we can obtain
$|e_{k}\rangle$ element with certainty. P. W. Shor used efficiently this method to solve discrete logarithms
and factor integers. Namely, he used the following property:
$j= \sum_{0}^{M-1}e^{2\pi}=ijK/M\{$
$M$ (if $K$ is a multiple of $M$),
$0$ (otherwise).
Measurements are used efficiently as follows. Let $|e_{i}’\rangle$ for $i=1,$ $\ldots,$ $n$ be another basis, and
$|e_{i} \rangle=\sum_{j=1^{C}}^{n}ij|e’j\rangle$ (for orthonormal bases, $\sum_{i=1^{C_{i}}}^{n*}kcil=\delta_{kl}$ and $\sum_{i=1k}^{n}C^{*}iCli=\delta_{kl}$). Then
$| \psi\rangle=\sum_{=j1}^{n}(\sum_{i=1}^{n}aic_{ij})|e_{j}’\rangle$ .
If we can take the good another basis, we will obtain efficiently the results. Note that in this case,
since the state does not change, the computational time also does not increase (the measurement
time may change).
In this section, we investigate the power of measurements. Here, we consider decision problems.
A decision problem is as follows: let $\mathcal{L}$ be a set, and $P(x)$ a program for an input $x$ . The result
of $P(x)$ returns “YES” if $x\in \mathcal{L}$( $\mathrm{a}\mathrm{n}$ accepted state), otherwise it returns “$\mathrm{N}\mathrm{O}$” ( $\mathrm{a}\mathrm{n}$ unaccepted
state). On the QTM, the computational state for executing $P(x)$ is represented as a physical state
$|\varphi\rangle$ , and the result of it is obtained $\mathrm{h}\mathrm{o}\mathrm{m}$ the measurement of $|\varphi\rangle$ using another vector $|\psi\rangle$ with
probability $|\langle\psi|\varphi\rangle|^{2}$ . In the following, we use that the states are
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$\{$
$|\varphi_{y}\rangle,$ $|\varphi_{y_{1}}\rangle,$ $|\varphi y2\rangle,$
$\ldots$ (if $x\in \mathcal{L}$),
$|\varphi_{n}\rangle,$ $|\varphi_{n_{1}}\rangle,$ $|\varphi_{n_{2}}\rangle,$
$\ldots$ (otherwise).
First, we show that we can decompose any unit vector into a umit vector and the orthonormal
vector. In the following, let the dimension of the Hilbert space be $n\geq 3$ .
Lemma 3.1 Any $n$ -dimensional unit $vector|\psi\rangle$ can be decomposed into a unit $vector|\varphi\rangle$ and the
orthonormal $vector|\varphi_{\perp}\rangle$ $(i.e., \langle\varphi_{\perp}|\varphi\rangle=0)$.
$|\psi\rangle=\alpha|\varphi\rangle+\beta|\varphi_{\perp}\rangle$ ,
where $\alpha$ and $\beta$ are complex numbers, and these vectors are normalized, $i.e.,$ $\langle\psi|\psi\rangle=1,$ $\langle\varphi|\varphi\rangle=1$
and $\langle\varphi_{\perp}|\varphi_{\perp}\rangle=1$ .
proof$\cdot$. Let $|e_{i}\rangle$ for $i=1,2,$ $\ldots$ , $n$ be an orthonormal basis, $|\psi\rangle$ $= \sum_{i=1}^{n}a_{i}|e_{i}\rangle$ , and $|\varphi\rangle$ $= \sum_{i=1}^{n}b_{i}|e_{i}\rangle$ ,
where $a_{i}$ and $b_{i}$ for $i=1,2,$ $\ldots,n$ are complex numbers. Then $|\psi\rangle$ $=\alpha|\varphi\rangle$ $+ \sum_{i=1}^{n}(a_{i^{-\alpha}}b_{i})|e_{i}\rangle$ .
Since $\langle\varphi|(\sum_{i1(a}n=i-\alpha b_{i})|e_{i}\rangle)=\sum_{i=1}^{n}(b_{i}^{*}ai-\alpha|b_{i}|2)=0$ and $\langle\psi|\psi\rangle=1$ , then
$\alpha=\sum_{i=1}^{n}b_{i}^{*}a_{i}=\langle\varphi|\psi\rangle\square$
and $|\beta|^{2}=1-|\alpha|^{2}$ .
Next, we show that the probability between two states is conservative if the two computational
times are equal.
Lemma 3.2 Let $|\varphi_{1}\rangle$ and $|\varphi_{2}\rangle$ be states. Moreover, let $|\varphi_{1:}n\rangle$ and $|\varphi_{2:}n\rangle$ be the initial states
corresponding to the states above, respectively. If the two computational times are equal, $i.e.$ , for
the unitary matrix $U$ and the computational time $T,$ $|\varphi_{1}\rangle$ $=U^{T}|\varphi_{1}:n\rangle$ and $|\varphi_{2}\rangle$ $=U^{T}|\varphi_{2}.*\rangle$ , then
$\langle\varphi_{2}|\varphi_{1}\rangle=\langle\varphi 2_{n}.\cdot|\varphi_{1:}n\rangle$ .
proof$\cdot$. Since $U^{\uparrow}U=I,$ $\langle\varphi_{2}|\varphi_{1}\rangle=(\langle\varphi_{2:}n|(U^{\uparrow})T)(U\tau|\varphi_{1}in\rangle)=\langle\varphi_{2:}n|\varphi_{1_{in}}\rangle$ . $\square$
Let $T_{y}$ be the computational time of an accepted state, $T_{n}$ be that of an unaccepted state, and
$T\geq T_{y},T_{n}$ . This lemma implies that if we may measure to obtain the results on the QTM after $T$
time, we can estimate the probability between the accepted state and the unaccepted state before
the execution.
Now, let us consider estimating the probabilities of unaccepted states. First, we consider a
simplified case such that there exist only one accepted state $|\varphi_{y}\rangle$ and one unaccepted state $|\varphi_{n}\rangle$ .
Lemma 3.3 Let $|\varphi_{y}\rangle$ and $|\varphi_{n}\rangle$ be the accepted state and the unaccepted state, respectively, and
we measure the states using an state $|\psi\rangle$ . Moreover, let $|\langle\psi|\varphi_{y}\rangle|2=p_{y},$ $|\langle\psi|\varphi_{n}\rangle|2=p_{n}$ , and
$|\langle\varphi_{n}|\varphi y\rangle|2=p_{ny}$ , where $0\leq p_{y},p_{ny}\leq 1$ . Then
$\{$
$p_{n}=p_{y}p_{ny}$ (if $p_{y}=1$ or $p_{ny}=1$),
$0\leq p_{n}\leq(\sqrt{p_{y}p_{ny}}+\sqrt{(1-p_{y})(1-p_{ny})})^{2}$ (if $p_{y}+p_{ny}\leq 1$ ),
$(\sqrt{p_{y}p_{ny}}-\sqrt{(1-p_{y})(1-p_{ny})})^{2}\leq p_{n}\leq(\sqrt{p_{y}p_{ny}}+\sqrt{(1-p_{y})(1-p_{ny})})2$
(otherwise).




where $\theta_{1},$ $\theta_{2,3}\theta,$ $\theta_{4}$ and $\theta’$ are some real numbers determined by the given states, and $\langle\varphi_{y}|\varphi_{y}\perp\rangle=0$
and $\langle\varphi_{y}|\varphi_{y}’\perp\rangle=0$ . Since





rf $p_{y}=1$ or $p_{ny}=1,$ $p_{n}=p_{y}p_{ny}$ . So, in the following, let $p_{y}\neq 1$ and $p_{ny}\neq 1$ . The
value of $p_{n}$ is maximum if $e^{i\theta}=1$ and $|\langle\varphi_{y\perp}|\varphi\perp\rangle’|y=1$ . Next, we estimate the minimum of $p_{n}$ .
To $\mathrm{S}\mathrm{a}\mathrm{t}\mathrm{i}\mathrm{S}\mathfrak{h}r\sqrt{p_{y}p_{ny}}+\sqrt{(1-p_{y})(1-p_{ny})}|\langle\varphi_{y1}|\varphi_{y\perp}\rangle/|ei\theta=0$, we have $e^{i\theta}=-1$ and $|\langle\varphi_{y\perp}|\varphi_{y}’\perp\rangle|=$
$\sqrt{\frac{p_{y}p_{ny}}{(1-p_{y})\mathrm{t}^{1}-pny)}}$. Then, since $|\langle\varphi_{y}\perp|\varphi_{y\perp}’\rangle|\leq 1,$ $p_{y}+p_{ny}\leq 1$ . Therefore, if $p_{y}+p_{ny}\leq 1$ , the minimum
of $p_{n}$ is zero, otherwise it is $(\sqrt{p_{y}p_{ny}}-\sqrt{(1-p_{y})(1-p_{ny})})^{2}$ . Then
$\{$
$p_{n}=p_{y}pny$ (if $p_{y}=1$ or $p_{ny}=1$ ),




Using this lemma, we obtain the following theorem.
Theorem 3.1 Let $|\varphi_{y}\rangle$ and $|\varphi_{n}\rangle$ be the accepted state and the unaccepted state, respectively, and
$wemea| \langle\varphi_{n}|\varphi_{y}\rangle S|^{2}=p_{n}y’ ewhruretheState\mathit{8}eus1/2<p_{y}\leq 1inganstat.e|\psi\rangle.MoreoverleeThn,ifp_{ny}<\frac{\mathrm{i}}{2},p_{n}t|\langle\psi\varphi_{y}\rangle|<\frac{11}{2}.2=p_{y},$
$|\langle\psi|\varphi_{n}\rangle|2=p_{n}$ , and
proof$\cdot$. To prove this, we use Lemma 3.3. If $p_{y}=1,$ $p_{n}=p_{ny}$ . Then $p_{ny}< \frac{1}{2}$ iff $p_{n}< \frac{1}{2}$ .
So, in the following, let $p_{y}= \frac{1}{2}+\epsilon$ , where $0< \epsilon<\frac{1}{2}$ . By Lemma 3.3, $p_{n}\leq(\sqrt{(\frac{1}{2}+\epsilon)p_{ny}}+$
$\sqrt{(\frac{1}{2}-\epsilon)(1-p_{ny})})^{2}\equiv p_{n_{\max}}$ . When $p_{n_{\max}}< \frac{1}{2},$ $p_{ny}< \frac{1}{2}-\sqrt{\frac{1}{4}-\epsilon^{2}}<\frac{1}{2}$ . $\square$
Corollary 1 1. When $p_{y}=1,$ $p_{ny}=0$ iff $p_{n}=0$ .
2. When $\frac{1}{2}<p_{y}<1,0\leq p_{n}\leq 1-p_{y}$ even if $p_{ny}=0$ , and we may be able to take $p_{n}=0$ if
$0\leq p_{ny}\leq 1-p_{y}$ . $\square$
These results imply that, when there exists a unitary matrix $V$ such that $|\varphi_{y}\rangle$ $arrow V|\varphi_{y}\rangle$ $=e^{i\theta}|\varphi_{y}\rangle$ ,
we may be able to take $\theta$ such that the probability corresponding to the new unaccepted state
$|\varphi_{n}’\rangle=V|\varphi_{n}\rangle$ is $|\langle\phi|\varphi_{n}’\rangle|2|=\langle\phi|(V|\varphi_{n}\rangle)|^{2}<|\langle\phi|\varphi_{n}\rangle|^{2}$ .
Next, we investigate about more general states.
Theorem 3.2 Let $|\varphi_{y}\rangle$ and $|\varphi_{n_{j}}\rangle$ for $j=1,$ $\ldots,$ $K$ be the accepted state and the unaccepted
states, respectively, and we measure the states using an state $|\psi\rangle$ . Moreover, let $|\langle\psi|\varphi_{y}\rangle|2=p_{y}$ ,
$|\langle\psi|\varphi_{n_{j}}\rangle|^{2}=p_{n_{j}}$ , and $|\langle\varphi_{n_{j}}|\varphi_{y}\rangle|^{2}=p_{n_{j}y}$ , where $0\leq p_{y},p_{n_{j}y}\leq 1$ . Then, for $j=1,$ $\ldots,$ $K$ ,
$\{$
$p_{n}=p_{y}p_{n}jy$ (if $p_{y}=1$ or $p_{n_{j}y}=1$),
$0\leq p_{n_{\mathrm{j}}}\leq(\sqrt{p_{y}p_{n_{\mathrm{j}}y}}+\sqrt{(1-p_{y})(1-pn_{jy})})^{2}$ (if $p_{y}+p_{n_{j}}y\leq 1$ ),
$(\sqrt{p_{y}p_{n_{j}y}}^{-}\sqrt{(1-p_{y})(1-p_{n_{j}}y)})2\leq p_{n_{j}}\leq(\sqrt{p_{y}p_{n_{j}y}}+\sqrt{(1-p_{y})(1-pnjy)})^{2}$
(otherwise).
Especially, let $1/2<p_{y}\leq 1$ . Then, if $p_{n_{j}y}< \frac{1}{2},$ $p_{n_{\mathrm{j}}}< \frac{1}{2}$ .
proof$\cdot$. We can obtain by Lemma 3.3 and Theorem 3.1. $\square$
The problem in [5] comes under this theorem. For $L(\geq 2)$ accepted states and one unaccepted
state, we can obtain the similar theorem by exchanging the accepted states and the unaccepted
state.
Finally, let us consider $L$ accepted states and $K$ unaccepted states.
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Theorem 3.3 Let $|\varphi_{y:}\rangle$ for $i=1,$ $\ldots,$ $L$ , and $|\varphi_{n_{j}}\rangle$ for $j=1,$ $\ldots,$ $K$ be the accepted states and
the unaccepted states, respectively, and we measure the states using an state $|\psi\rangle$ . Moreover, let
$|\langle\psi|\varphi y_{*}.\rangle|^{2}=p_{y:},$
$|\langle\varphi_{n_{j}}|.\varphi_{yi}\rangle|^{2}=p_{n_{j}y:}$ , and $|\langle\psi|\varphi_{n_{j}}\rangle|^{2}=p_{n_{j}}$ , where $0\leq p_{y}.,p_{n_{\mathrm{j}}y_{*}}$. $\leq 1$ . Then, for
$j=1,$ $\ldots,$ $K$ ,
$\{$
$p_{n}=p_{y_{m}}p_{n_{j}y_{m}}$ (if $p_{y_{m}}=1$ or $p_{n_{j}y_{m}}=1$ for some $m$),
$0\leq p_{n_{j}}\leq p_{n_{j_{\max}}}$ (if $p_{y:}+p_{n_{j}y:}\leq 1$ for all $i$ ),
$p_{n_{j_{m*n}}}.\leq p_{n_{j}}\leq p_{n_{j_{\max}}}$ (otherwise),
where, when $p_{n_{j}}(i)\pm=(\sqrt{p_{y_{*}}p_{n_{jy_{i}}}}\pm\sqrt{(1-p_{y_{i}})(1-pn_{jy}.)})^{2}$ , then, for $h(=h_{1}, \ldots , h_{l})$ satisfying
$p_{yh}+p_{n_{\dot{f}}y}h>1,$ $p_{n_{j_{m}}}: \#=\max\{p_{n_{j}}(h_{1})-, ...,p_{n_{j}}(h_{l})-\}$ , and $p_{n_{\dot{J}}}ma*= \min\{p_{n_{j}}(1)_{+}, \ldots,p_{n}j(L)_{+}\}$ .
Especially, let $1/2<p_{y_{*}}$. $\leq 1$ for all $i$ . Then, if $p_{n_{j}yg}< \frac{1}{2}$ for $p_{n_{\mathrm{j}}}(g)_{+}=p_{n_{\dot{g}_{ma}}},$$pn_{j}x< \frac{1}{2}$ .
proof: We can obtain by Lemma 33 and Theorem 31.
4 Conclusions
In this paper, when the probabilities of accepted states and the probabilities between accepted
states and unaccepted states are given, we estimated the probabilities of unaccepted states. This
is one indication to estimate the power of the QTM. Moreover, we will need to investigate the
power of the QTM $\mathrm{h}\mathrm{o}\mathrm{m}$ several points of view. With investigations like this, the limitations of the
power of the QTM will become more clear.
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